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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
10/27/08 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

On page 14, applicant argues that none of the references teach automatically 
scanning a scene for a target and detecting the presence of an interesting target. While 
the applicant's points are understood, the examiner respectfully disagrees. See for 
example Liang column 8, lines 25-35. There Liang discloses automatically identifying 
objects and subsequently tracking the objects. By automatically identifying objects, 
Liang is scanning a scene for a target and detecting the presence of an interesting 
target. Therefore the rejection has been maintained. 

The method claims have been examined regarding the statutory process under 
101 as highlighted in the May 15, 2008 memorandum issued by Deputy Commissioner 
for Patent Examining Policy, John J. Love, titled "Clarification of 'Processes' under 35 
U.S.C. 101". The claims have been deemed a statutory process as the method steps 
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positively tie to a surveillance apparatus based on the claim limitation of "operating a 
sensing unit in a first and second mode and processing the image data of the scene". 
The method claims of the instant application transform the underlying subject matter 
positively tie to another statutory category that accomplishes the claimed method steps, 
and therefore do qualify as a statutory process. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 65-71 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claims 65- 
71 are dependent claims which recite "the method of claim". However, the base claim 
is a system claim, not a method claim. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 18, 21, 27, and 72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cohen-Solal et al. (7173650), (hereinafter referred to as "Cohen") in 
view of Liang et al. (6678413), (hereinafter referred to as "Liang") in further view of 
Galloway et al. (6476859), (hereinafter referred to as "Galloway"). 

Regarding claim 18, Cohen discloses an apparatus that relates to video 
tracking systems (Cohen: column 1, lines 8-10). This apparatus comprises 
"operating a sensing unit in the first mode to scan for targets" (Cohen: column 6, 
lines 1-12, wherein the first mode is the mode in which the user designates the 
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target), "upon detecting a target, operating the sensing unit in the second mode 
to track the target and perform at least one of: panning, tilting, and zooming" 
(Cohen: column 5, lines 9-14; column 6, lines 15-25, wherein the second mode 
is the automatic mode), and "processing image data from the sensing unit in the 
second mode to track the target by sending one of: pan commands to the 
sensing unit" (Cohen: column 5, lines 9-14). However, this apparatus lacks 
processing the video to detect interesting targets and obtaining higher quality 
imagery as claimed. Liang teaches that prior art object recognition systems are 
not fully automated and thus time consuming (Liang: column 3, lines 1-7). To 
help alleviate this problem, Liang discloses "processing image data to detect the 
presence of an interesting target" (Liang: column 8, lines 25-35, wherein the 
detection is the object identification). Galloway teaches that prior art surveillance 
systems require a human operator to detect significant events (Galloway: 
column 1 , lines 29-33). To help alleviate this problem, Galloway discloses upon 
detecting an alarm, obtaining higher quality imagery of a subset of the scene by 
performing zooming (Seeley: Galloway: column 4, lines 25-40). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to take the apparatus disclosed by Cohen and add the 
processing taught by Liang and Galloway in order to obtain an apparatus that 
helps reduce the time necessary to detect objects. 
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Regarding claim 21, Liang discloses "processing the image data to detect 
a target by at least one of: classifying the target by target type into categories" 
(Liang: column 8, lines 25-35, wherein the categories are the classifications). 

Regarding claim 27, Cohen discloses "providing summary statistics 
including one of: the targets velocity" (Cohen: column 5, lines 9-14. By keeping 
the target in the center of the box, Cohen is determining the targets velocity). 
Regarding claim 72, note the examiners rejection for claim 18. 
2. Claims 29-30, 32-33, 38-39, and 41 , are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Cohen-Solal et al. (7173650), (hereinafter referred to as 
"Cohen") in view of Liang et al. (6678413), (hereinafter referred to as "Liang") in further 
view of Galloway et al. (6476859), (hereinafter referred to as "Galloway") in further view 
of Liu et al. (7020305), (hereinafter referred to as "Liu"). 

Regarding claim 29, note the examiners rejection for claim 18, and in 
addition, claim 29 differs from claim 18 in that claim 29 further requires the 
specifics of the processing. Liu teaches there is a need in the art to improve 
head motion estimation between two images (Liu: column 2, lines 10-15). To 
help alleviate this problem, Liu discloses "segmenting the target from the 
background" (Liu: column 5, lines 10-23, wherein the segmenting is the image 
subtraction), "calculating color histogram information and an edge image and 
using template matching to integrate the results to obtain an estimate" (Liu: 
column 6, lines 20-29). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the 
processing taught by Liu in order to help improve motion estimation techniques. 

Regarding claim 30, note the examiners rejection for claim 27. 

Regarding claim 32, Cohen discloses "monitoring the length of time the 
system has been in the second mode" (Cohen: column 6, lines 37-42, wherein 
the time is the period. By monitoring the period of difficulty, Cohen is monitoring 
the length of time in the automatic mode), "monitoring the summary statistics and 
external stimuli indicating the system should switch to the first mode" (Cohen: 
figure 2; column 5, lines 55-60; column 6, lines 1-60), and "if any conditions are 
met, switching back to the first mode" (Cohen: column 6, lines 30-35, wherein 
the system is switched back into the manual mode). 

Regarding claim 33, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious to 
determine the best shot and deliver the best shot to the user (Official Notice). 
Doing so would have been obvious in order to better help determine the identity 
of the target. 

Regarding claim 38, Cohen in view of Liu disclose "performing corner 
detection, searching for matches for interesting points, assigning confidence 
values, employing a robust averaging method, warping a second image towards 
a first image, and subtracting the warped image from the current image to 
determine which pixels have moved" (Cohen: column 6, lines 15-24; Liu: figures 
5-6; column 6, lines 20-29). 
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Regarding claims 39, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious 
to perform the processing on reduced and full resolution images (Official Notice). 
Doing so would have been obvious in order to help reduce processing time by 
working with reduced resolution images when possible. 

Regarding claim 41 , note the examiners rejection for claim 38. 
3. Claims 34, 40, 63-66, and 70-71 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cohen-Solal et al. (7173650), (hereinafter referred to as "Cohen") in 
view of Liang et al. (6678413), (hereinafter referred to as "Liang") in further view of 
Galloway et al. (6476859), (hereinafter referred to as "Galloway") in further view of 
Loveland (6437819). 

Regarding claim 34, note the examiners rejection for claim 18, and in 
addition, claim 34 differs from claim 18 in that claim 34 further requires a second 
sensing unit and information about the last known position of the target. 
Loveland teaches that there is a need in the art to provide a multiple camera 
tracking system (Loveland: column 2, lines 30-34). To help alleviate this 
problem, Loveland discloses "a second sensing unit" (Loveland: figures 1-4) and 
"receiving information about a last known position of the target" (Loveland: 
column 4, lines 38-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the 
camera system taught by Loveland in order to better help track objects by having 
multiple cameras. 
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Regarding claim 40, Loveland discloses "using three-frame differencing" 
(Loveland: figure 7, wherein each iteration receives a frame and after the 
iterations, 3 frames will be used). 

Regarding claim 63, Loveland discloses "providing position information to 
another sensing unit" (Loveland: figure 7; column 4, lines 40-50). 

Regarding claims 64-66, note the examiners rejections for claims 18,21, 
and 27. 

Regarding claims 70-71 , note the examiners rejection for claims 33-34. 
4. Claims 67-69 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cohen-Solal et al. (7173650), (hereinafter referred to as "Cohen") in view of Liang et al. 
(6678413), (hereinafter referred to as "Liang") in further view of Galloway et al. 
(6476859), (hereinafter referred to as "Galloway") in further view of Loveland (6437819) 
in further view of Tserng (6570608). 

Regarding claim 67, note the examiners rejection for claim 64, and in 
addition, claim 67 differs from claim 64 in that claim 67 further requires the use of 
blobs. Tserng teaches that blobs are groups of connected pixels which represent 
changes between two video images (Tserng: column 4, lines 7-10). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement the blobs taught by Tserng in order to better 
help track objects by grouping like pixels. 

Regarding claims 68-69, note the examiners rejection for claims 27 and 

32. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DAVID CZEKAJ whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7327. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs and every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on (571) 272-7418. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Dave Czekaj/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2621 



